Public administration scholars often associate increased public participation in policy implementation with the advancement of democratic values. Likewise, scholars engaged in the various forms of action research (AR) promote their efforts as a means to democratizing the research process or contributing to improved social outcomes. Despite these common interests in participation and democracy, there have been few attempts to apply AR methods to policy implementation problems. Drawing on Matland's conflict-ambiguity matrix, we develop a framework for matching particular AR methods to specific policy implementation contexts.
INTRODUCTION
Public administration scholars often associate increased public participation in policy implementation with the advancement of democratic values (deLeon and deLeon 2002; Irvin and Stansbury 2004) . Likewise, scholars engaged in the various forms of action research (AR) promote their efforts as a means to democratizing the research process or contributing to improved social outcomes. Despite these common interests in participation and democracy, there have been few attempts to apply AR methods to policy implementation problems. We propose to develop this line of inquiry.
Because implementing and managing programs is what public administrators do, theorists have argued that making implementation practice more democratic solidifies a role for administrators in the support and development of democratic institutions. For example, deLeon and deLeon (2002) argue that the theory and practice of implementation should be more ''democratic.'' The authors assert that bottom-up theories of implementation are more democratic because they involve citizens directly in communications with policy implementers whereas with top-down models of implementation, citizen involvement in deliberations and participation is limited and diffuse through elections of policy makers. They contend that arguments to the contrary (see for example Matland 1995) represent ''hierarchical, unduly optimistic expectations, which in the face of complexity are more likely than not to be disappointed '' (477) . While taking issue with Matland's conception of democracy, the deLeons elaborate on his ambiguity-conflict matrix arguing that ''the application of democratic principles to implementation theory requires a sound understanding of the contingencies that govern a choice of strategy'' (484).
It is not surprising that theorists of deliberative or discursive democracy, especially those who focus upon the role of administrative agencies, are drawn to the policy implementation arena (Bevier 2006; deLeon and deLeon 2002; Rubin 2001 ) to make their arguments. They argue that because implementation brings together the administrative state and citizens, it is a location where deliberative discussions about policy actions can occur, and acceptable or desirable policy actions can be determined and carried out. Some theorists such as deLeon and deLeon (2002) argue that more participation by citizens is intrinsically better than less, and building mechanisms into implementation that enhance participation strengthens democracy. But that begs the question, because as Rubin (2001) argues, there is not a great deal of evidence that people use the mechanisms they already have to participate. Although integrating participatory elements of civil society into policy implementation would seem to provide another way to support the strengthening of communities and the integrative aspects of democracy (Gutmann and Thompson 2002; March and Olsen 1995; Putnam 2000) , it is not at all clear that one can mandate community building by way of implementing state policies. It is akin to enforcing or coercing voluntarism.
Introducing deliberative democracy into implementation is a better argument when its supporters emphasize a more limited and instrumental objective-not better democracy, but better policy. Street-level bureaucrats interact with citizens every day, and all citizens have at least some contact with governmental agencies every year. Although the potential for rich exchanges of information and learning are there for each participant, it is largely unrealized. Consequently, when an unsatisfactory interaction between an agency representative and a citizen leads one of them to conclude not just that there ''has to be a better way'', but actually generate a solution to a problem, more often than not, that idea will be lost because there are no mechanisms for capturing it. Deliberative democracy invites participants to engage in discussions that could lead to better policy outcomes and does so at a level where such interactions may be more genuine than those between a Member of Congress and a department store employee. The interactions among participants in deliberative democracy also demand a smaller scale, and thus serve as an alternative to revealing individual preferences in ways that interest group politics and mass political action cannot. In the former case, the information is more particularized and nuanced so problems and solutions can be reframed and explored in depth, whereas in the latter problems and solutions are refined down to simple, often dichotomous alternatives.
Mechanisms for deliberative democracy also encourage agency implementers to adopt policies to fit the specific contexts of particular groups or communities, in part because they are able to find out what those contexts are and in part because they are able to adjust policy actions to them. Furthermore, when citizens are invested in a process that legitimately involves them in the design and implementation of a program, those participants are more likely to see the policies and the implementations that stem from them as legitimate and adjust their behavior accordingly. If the community also accepts that those participants legitimately represent their interests, then their involvement may also lead to acceptance of program actions and adjustments in behavior. When the policy implementation process is able to identify and respond to particular local contexts, outcomes can improve although the process is challenging and empirical results are mixed (Ryfe 2005) .
This raises an important problem: who participates? Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith (1988) argue that advocacy coalitions adopt their strategies to fit the allowed venues for their participation, whether those venues are policy-making hearings, administrative rule making, or court action. It seems at least likely that advocates will make use of deliberative democracy processes to press their advocacy positions. Dryzek (2004) points out, ''Exactly where 'the public' is to be found in all these experiments and reforms is by no means selfevident, especially in the context of a representative democracy that asks of citizens no more than an occasional vote'' (73). A recent study by Weible, Sabatier, and Lubell (2004) found that different stakeholders in marine protection policy favored different implementation processes depending upon their ''deep core beliefs.'' Proponents of deliberative democracy argue that citizens and administrators working together during implementation will make adjustments to improve a policy. For the most part, we will set aside the problems that this poses for some theorists who contend that such strategies expand the powers and the roles of administrative agents beyond those of the legislative principals who have the responsibility of setting policy. However, deferring to the constitutional authority of legislative representatives is a reasonable approach, and proponents of top-down implementation emphasize the accountability of agents to the statutes and the political leaders that enacted them. Adoption of mechanisms to promote deliberative democracy and citizen involvement may exacerbate the principal-agent problem, by providing agencies with both the means and the justification to drift away from mandated policy objectives. But the fact remains that many policies are purposively written ambiguously (Lowi 1979 ) making ''cookbook'' implementation impossible.
Because public participation in policy implementation poses problems, normative theory should seek to balance top-down accountability with bottom-up responsiveness with the optimal balance being context dependent. Ingram and Schneider (1990) argue that statutory design should be matched to the implementation context. Their perspective to implementation analysis is to ask how much value is added by the amount of discretion exercised by implementers of public policy. This value-added approach seeks an optimal rather than maximal solution to the problem of more democracy.
But making implementation and implementation research more democratic is much more difficult than making normative arguments that it should be so. What is needed to change both the study and practice of implementation is an approach to research that is not limited to the confines of ''normal science'' (Kuhn 1970 ) and has at its core the values of democracy. Action-oriented research methods are more participative than normal science and can enhance the legitimate transference of top-down authority, thereby being more democratic in both top-down representative and bottom-up participative ways. Despite the importance of ensuring democratic implementation, only Hill (2003) addresses this directly in empirical implementation research. We believe that one of the reasons that democratic implementation has been so woefully understudied is that the methods typically used to study policy implementation are not themselves democratic.
This article addresses the call both for more democratic implementation research as well as implementation in practice. AR is a more democratic method of conducting research because ''subjects'' become participants in the research process. At minimum, organizational members, and in some cases external stakeholders, are responsible for the ''action'' inherent in AR. However, they can be involved (and in the case of collaborative inquiry [CI] are expected to be involved) in every stage of the research process-from problem definition, to data collection and analysis, to implementation of recommendations.
Because implementation of the research recommendations is implementation of the policy itself, AR results in more democratic implementation. Using a top-down, representative view of democracy, AR increases accountability because policy intent is conveyed and acted upon by participants. Furthermore, the purpose of action implementation research is to bring about successful implementation, not simply the study of implementation, with success being defined both in terms of adhering to legislative intent as well as increasing involvement. Considering only the workplace impacts of AR, Pasmore and Friedlander (1982) note that ''action research can be an effective way to help organizations switch from highly formalized power structures to more equalized power distributions'' (361). Finally, that some forms of AR involve external stakeholders in the research process, AR makes the implementation process more democratic from a direct-democracy standpoint as well.
INCREASING IMPLEMENTATION SUCCESS THROUGH AR
What is meant by successful implementation? Ingram and Schneider (1990) identify six views of success found in the implementation literature: agency compliance with the directive of the statute; actions and discretion of implementers leading to achievement of broad goals of the statute; whether the effects, both intended or unintended, were provided for in the initial design; mutual adaptation; achievement of local goals; and political resolution of conflicts. Excepting the third-whether the effects, both intended or unintended, were provided in the initial design-implementers themselves have a great deal of control over the success of the implementation efforts. However, satisfying one criterion certainly does not mean that all will be satisfied. In fact, some could be mutually exclusive-for instance agency compliance with the directives of the statute and achievement of local goals. The type of success by which policy implementation should be judged depends on the context of implementation. AR 1 ''is a participatory, democratic process concerned with producing practical knowledge in the pursuit of worthwhile human purposes . . .. It seeks to bring together action and reflection, theory and practice, in participation with others, in the pursuit of practical solutions to issues of pressing concern to people, and more generally the flourishing of individual persons and their communities '' (Reason and Bradbury 2001, 1) . AR can be traced by to the 1940s and the work of Kurt Lewin. What distinguishes AR from most other forms of research is the idea of participant as researcher rather than subject. Although AR has been used extensively in education and health care settings, it is rarely used in public administration research.
Why it is not more often used in public administration is a mystery as it combines many of the ideals of this field. AR unites theory and practice in such a way that it addresses practical issues through participative and democratic means in order to produce knowledge that can be used by those who created it as well as others. In public administration, the word praxis is often used with dictionary-like simplicity to mean the ''practical application of theory''.
2 If, on the other hand, we move closer to the original Greek conception, the word praxis could encompass ''the entire order of social endeavor in which human beings participate in common whether on a cooperative or competitive basis by creating institutions, forming ties of friendship or community, fashioning identities, 1 Some researchers refer to AR as a method in itself. We follow Greenwood and Levin (2007) and use the term AR as a generic name for all action-oriented research methods. Merriam-Webster's Collegiate Dictionary, 11th ed., s.v. praxis. debating judgments, investigating and criticizing, creating works of art, forming contracts, engaging in struggle, and a myriad other forms of intersubjectivity'' (Fairfield 2000, 9) . This view of praxis actually has its roots in Aristotle's notion of phronesis, which ''goes beyond both analytical, scientific knowledge (episteme) and technical knowledge or knowhow (techne) and involves judgments and decisions made in the manner of a virtuoso social and political actor'' (Flyvbjerg 2001, 2) . This is not to say that AR is completely absent from the field of public administration. Notable public administrationists such as Golembiewski (2007) and White (1999) make mention of the possibilities of AR in public administration although they themselves do not employ these methods or develop the applications. Books written on the use of AR in public administration have a decidedly practitioner focus (Bruce and Wyman 1998; Denhardt and Grubbs 2002) and are more concerned with the application of research to practice than practice to research. A search of public administration journals reveals few citations of research utilizing action methods (see Comfort 1985; Finegold, Holland, and Lingham 2002; Grubbs 2002; Johnson and Leavitt 2001; Koliba and Lathrop 2007; Ospina and Dodge 2005b as exceptions) . Crossing over into the field of social work, Waterson (2000) uses AR to implement a ''care management'' policy in a social services agency. Finally, a few Master of Public Administration programs teach AR methods, again supporting this idea that AR is for practitioners not academic researchers.
Although AR and positivist research differ greatly in terms of their epistemological underpinnings, AR is not a great leap to make from interpretive methods currently being called for by many in the fields of public administration (Dodge, Ospina, and Foldy 2005; Dodge 2005a, 2005b; Yanow 1990 Yanow , 1996 , political science, and related fields. White (1999) argues that AR is inherently interpretive and has much in common with action theory proposed by Harmon (1981) .
AR is actually a catch all term for many distinct methods appropriate for different settings but sharing a common approach. Greenwood and Levin (2007) identify three key dimensions of all AR methods: action, research, and participation. Action implies that the research is taking place in real time and that it results in change at either the individual or organizational level. Furthermore, this action results in knowledge creation that is linked to theory building and/or theory testing-hence it is not simply an organizational or personal development tool but research in the conventional sense. Finally, those participating in the research bear some of the responsibility for the research and are not simply research subjects. With this responsibility comes the right to guide the research so that it is beneficial for all participants, not just the academic researcher. Methods differ based on the purpose of initiating inquiry, the size of the group that typically participates, and the role of the facilitator (Bray et al. 2000) . Three methods in particular are discussed in this article-action science, CI, and pragmatic AR.
3 These methods correspond with three of the four quadrants of the ambiguity-conflict matrix (Matland 1995) .
Explicitly, Matland's model creates a typology of policy implementation contexts by considering the extent to which ambiguity and conflict impact policy implementation. Those policies characterized by both low levels of conflict and ambiguity are said to be cases of ''administrative'' implementation; those with high levels of ambiguity but low levels of conflict are termed ''experimental'' implementation; low levels of ambiguity but high levels of conflict characterize ''political'' implementation; and finally, high levels of both ambiguity and conflict result in ''symbolic'' implementation. Each of these contexts implies a different measure of success and therefore a different action approach to achieve this success.
Likewise, context is the key to AR. Based in pragmatism, AR is concerned first and foremost with the ''workability'' of the recommendations in the specific research setting (Argyris, Putnam, and Smith 1985; Greenwood and Levin 2007) . Furthermore, the extent to which research results are transferable ''relies on understanding the contextual factors in the situation in which the inquiry took place, judging the new context where the knowledge is supposed to be applied, and making a critical assessment of whether the two contexts have sufficient processes and structures in common to make it worthwhile to link them'' (Greenwood and Levin 2007, 66) . Table 1 provides an overview of the four AR methods discussed and the implementation contexts for which they are applicable. The methods vary considerably in how they are put into practice and even their underlying epistemologies. For instance, action science is the most prescriptive in method (and therefore is described in greatest detail) but is most conventional in that it is hypothetical deductive in approach. Collaborative inquiry is concerned mainly with meaning making and is interpretive in its approach. Pragmatic AR has a prescriptive initial step, the use of a search conference, but then varies considerably based on the needs of the specific project. Finally, appreciative inquiry (AI), like action science, is prescriptive in its approach but is based on social constructivist thinking.
ADMINISTRATIVE IMPLEMENTATION AND ACTION SCIENCE
According to Matland, administrative implementation occurs when a policy is characterized by both low ambiguity and low conflict. Under these conditions, implementation is a top-down phenomenon. This category of policy implementation corresponds well to the strong-statute approach of Ingram and Schneider (1990) . Because of its low degree of ambiguity and lack of conflict, many, if not most, organizations, given adequate resources, should be capable of implementing these types of policies successfully. However, ambiguity and conflict are not simply ''high'' or ''low,'' but fall along a continuum. Additionally, it is important to consider in greater detail what is meant by ambiguity. Ambiguity can refer to uncertainty regarding policy intent and/or how to accomplish policy goals. This uncertainty can exist at a global, organizational, or individual level. Since AR methods are ''local'' in scope, they are suited to deal with ambiguity surrounding both the ''what'' and ''how'' questions at the agency and individual level. Therefore, even when polices themselves are unambiguous, there can be uncertainty surrounding their implementation at either the agency or individual level. In these cases, action science is an appropriate strategy to deal with the ambiguity. It is likely that because of low levels of ambiguity concerning the policy itself, these implementation issues are viewed as largely technical in nature, and organizations tend to focus inward to address them. The involvement of external stakeholders tends to come in the form of consultants. In fact, much of the participatory work that has been done to aid policy implementation in the form of large-group interaction methods has been done as consultancy, not action science (Bryson and Anderson 2000) . With consultancy may come systematic data collection and analysis; but typically the results of the analysis are not shared with agencies outside of those footing the bill. As a result, a considerable amount of knowledge is ''lost'' to public administration.
With respect to administrative implementation, processes that include participants from all levels of the organization may also capture important knowledge that might otherwise be lost. Research suggests that clients can be important bureaucratic reference groups for frontline workers (Riccucci 2005) . Therefore, inclusion of frontline workers into decisions regarding policy implementation brings a client perspective to the process as well.
The difference between research and management consulting can be thought of as a trade-off between rigor and relevance. Action science, a form of inquiry pioneered by Argyris and Schön (1974) and developed more fully by Argyris, Putnam, and Smith (1985) , is designed to bridge this arbitrary rigor-relevance gap. This particular action method is aimed at change at the individual and/or organizational levels. The goal of action science is learning with an emphasis on how to produce certain outcomes and avoid others. The size of the group engaging in an action science project may be small (a handful of participants) to large (tens or more) and the ''action researcher'' is a facilitator who plays the role of observer/researcher. In this role the facilitator is expected to be ''knowledgeable in inquiry methods that bring forward assumptions and test them against empirical data'' (Bray et al. 2000, 48) . Friedman (2001, 159) defines action science as ''a form of social practice which integrates both the production and use of knowledge for the purpose of promoting learning with and among individuals and systems whose work is characterized by uniqueness, uncertainty and instability. '' In action science, learning is a result of constructing and testing theories in practice. Because of this hypothetical-deductive approach, action science is more firmly grounded in the realm of ''normal science'' than other AR methods. That said, Argyris, Putnam, and Smith (1985) draw upon the work of Dewey, who was critical of the separation between knowledge and action, as well as the work of Lewin in developing action science (AS). It follows that the four key features of AS are creating communities of inquiry within communities of practice, building theories in practice, combining interpretation with rigorous testing, and creating alternatives to the status quo and informing change in light of values freely chosen by social actors (Friedman 2001, 160-2) . AS illustrates the ''continuities between the activities of science and the activities of learning in the action context, the mutually reinforcing values of science, democracy, and education, and the benefits of combining science and social practice'' (Argyris, Putnam, and Smith 1985, 7-8) .
References to action science are common in the organizational development literature as this method deals primarily with intraorganizational issues and is clearly linked with the literature on organizational learning. These projects tend to be short-to midterm in length of time since they involve more technical issues, and the knowledge created is directly related to hypotheses tested. Therefore, this method is useful for adapting general knowledge to local circumstances leading to the development of processes or procedures that can be institutionalized within the organization.
Although not implementation researchers themselves, Argyris, Putman, and Smith (1985) specifically mention the potential of using AS for policy implementation studies. They criticize existing implementation research for its assumption that you can hold all other variables constant. Because each implementation scenario is unique, ''[i]mplementation means that human beings must design action in concrete situations '' (19) . Implementation research should facilitate this type of action.
Policies are rarely implemented by new agencies explicitly created for the purpose of implementing a specific policy. Rather ''new policies'' are often policy changes that require existing organizations to do something different. Because patterns of behavior become institutionalized in organizations, learning often starts with assumptions that are relics of past policies. These assumptions may influence how organizations make sense of the new policy or policy change that influences the knowledge that is created by individuals and then reinstitutionalized, ultimately affecting the implementation decisions made by members of the organization (Choo 1998; Mischen 2007) . Relying on action strategies that serve outdated governing variables is what Argyris, Putnam, and Smith (1985) call single-loop learning. Central to the AS method is to move individuals/organizations away from theories-in-use that promote single-loop learning and toward those that encourage consideration of the governing variables. This is called double-loop learning and is accomplished through reflection. Reflection refers to the process of being explicit about the goals, values, and assumptions underlying actions.
The role of the action scientist, then, is to promote learning by encouraging reflection while also holding the goal of contributing to general knowledge. Therefore, ''the practice of action science involved teaching other the skills needed to practice action science'' (Argyris, Putnam, and Smith 1985, 37) . Participants in an action science project must not only be problem solvers but also problem setters. According to Schön (1983, 40) , ''When we set the problem, we select what we will treat as the 'things' of the situation, we set the boundaries of our attention to it, and we impose upon it a coherence which allows us to say what is wrong and in what directions the situation needs to be changed. Problem setting is a process in which, interactively, we name the things to which we will attend and frame the context in which we will attend to them.'' Practicing AS is a three-step process of data collection, data analysis, and hypothesis testing. AS employs the methods of ethnography and linguistics in order to collect verbal scripts as data. Data analysis relies on the researcher's ability to use ''highly abstract explanatory and normative models that guide the direction of the analytic process'' (Argyris, Putnam, and Smith 1985, 247) . The emphasis on action scientist as holder of this type of knowledge that enables him/her to determine what data are relevant to the analysis and what to ignore is a distinguishing feature of action science. It is also the reason that action science fits well into the low ambiguity/low conflict cell of the ambiguityconflict matrix. Placement in this quadrant assumes that there is some information accessible to researchers to aid in guiding the implementation of the policy in question.
Data analysis also relies on what the authors call the ladder of inference-the degree to which inferences are agreed upon by those involved. Freidman (2001) describes the ladder of inference as a metaphor that represents the increasing level of abstraction in interpretation of events from concrete, directly observable data to interpretations of these data and finally to theories concerning the data. The method encourages facilitators to go down the ladder to a point where those involved in the inquiry are able to agree upon meaning. Once individuals are at a level of agreement, steps can be made back up the ladder through dialogue about the various ways of interpreting meaning. Therefore, the method does not claim to produce ''truth'' but understanding among participants.
A third aspect of data analysis is mapping, which is the process of verbally or diagrammatically representing action. These processes of data analysis make possible the third step of the action science process, hypothesis testing, by providing a link to generalizable knowledge and the potential of falsifying the propositions made.
Hypothesis testing is another distinguishing characteristic of action science. However, unlike the hypothesis testing taught in your basic statistics course, hypothesis testing in action science is decidedly more iterative. Argyris, Putnam, and Smith (1985) outline seven ''rules'' to consider when testing hypotheses in an action context:
• Combine advocacy with inquiry.
• Illustrate your inferences with relatively directly observable data.
• Make your reasoning explicit and publicly test for agreement at each inferential step.
• Actively seek disconfirming data and alternative explanations.
• Affirm the making of mistakes in the service of learning.
• Actively inquire into your impact on the learning context.
• Design ongoing experiments to test competing views (258-61).
In sum, action science allows the implementation researcher to become an interventionist in an organization although it is attempting to implement a new policy or a policy change. The action scientist brings generalizable knowledge to the mix and facilitates learning by teaching the skills of action science to organizational members. In the end, the researcher adds to the body of implementation knowledge although contributing to successful implementation. In these types of cases, implementation is successful when intended results are achieved-a top-down notion of democratic implementation-through the involvement of many members of the implementing agency-a bottom-up approach to democratic implementation. The knowledge created is considered valid both because it has undergone an iterative process of hypothesis testing that actively seeks alternative explanations as well as because the action taken produces the intended result. Action science is a good fit for this cell precisely because the ''intended results'' are known.
Although not a policy implementation problem per se, Comfort (1985) used action science to determine what kinds and how much emergency preparedness training are most effective for public agencies. The problem identified at the outset of the study was that there was a discrepancy between participating administrators' perceptions of their performance and their official responsibilities outlined in the emergency plans. Simulation exercises were designed to test three preliminary hypotheses regarding the implementation of the emergency plans. What Comfort discovered was, using the ladder of inference, administrators found it difficult to move from problem solving within agencies to problem solving between agencies. She found that using action science methods provided rich, in-depth data, created an opportunity for learning by the research participants, and fostered an internal commitment to action by the agencies involved. Because of both the low ambiguity (it is clear from the emergency plans what needs to be done) and low conflict (no mention is made by Comfort to the contrary) context, action science was a good match for this particular study.
In contexts of high ambiguity or high conflict, action science is limited because it relies on a degree of clarity in the overall goals of the action as well as a high level of trust between researchers and organizational participants. When there is conflict among the participants of an action science project, a researcher's advocacy position may be resisted, participants may hide data, or fear that mistakes may be used against them. High ambiguity in the implementation setting makes it difficult for participants in the research process to know what the intended results might be.
EXPERIMENTAL IMPLEMENTATION AND COLLABORATIVE INQUIRY
According to Matland, ''experimental implementation'' occurs when conflict is low and ambiguity is high. In this case, ambiguity may refer to lack of clarity surrounding goals to be achieved and/or the means to achieve these goals at a global, organizational, or individual level. Because of this ambiguity, it is less likely that a body of applicable literature exists waiting to be utilized by an action researcher in an implementation setting. Furthermore, because of the ambiguity surrounding the policy, the focus is less on technical transfer of knowledge and more on the importance of meaning making about what is to be accomplished. On the other hand, in the absence of significant conflict, many actors may participate in the implementation process and be called upon to contribute to goal setting and knowledge creation. Matland claims the key to successful implementation under these conditions is one that produces learning, which leads him to the conclusion that the bottomup view of policy implementation is superior to top-down. Likewise, Ingram and Schneider (1990) refer to the type of policy design that precedes implementation as the grassroots approach to statutory design and claim that ''good implementation'' comes from mutual adaptation and learning at the grassroots level. However, they caution that ''grass roots approaches may be most effective in areas that already have strong policy capacity, but leave less developed areas worse off than before'' (80). An appropriate democratic research method for experimental implementation will allow for participation from many actors and discovery of both goals and means for a learning outcome while aiding those areas with low capacity. For this, we turn to CI.
Like action science, the purpose of CI is to produce new knowledge. However, with CI there is the added dimension of meaning making and less of an emphasis on validity claims. Research is conducted by teams of organizational or community members and part of the goal is to use the experience of these members to develop a new sense of community among the team. Because of the importance of these relationships among team members, groups are usually 5-12 people per team; however, one research site may contain more than one team. Corresponding to this team learning and meaning-making philosophy, the action researcher, although likely the one to initiate the process, shifts roles to being a coinquirer. Therefore, leadership roles are shared among the team members.
Collaborative (or cooperative) inquiry, as developed by Heron (1996) , overlaps with action science and other AR methods. However, Heron claims that although there are distinct differences in AR methods, the differences are ''of a friendly and noncompetitive kind'' (7). The most important distinguishing factor according to Heron is the difference between the democratization of content, involving all participants in deciding what to research, and democratization of method, which involves participants in the decision of how to approach the research, including the methods used to democratize the content. Therefore, the emphasis in CI is not simply achieving successful outcome measures but also the involvement of participants in deciding both what the goal of implementation is as well as how to achieve and measure it.
The defining features of CI are as follows:
• All the subjects are as fully involved as possible as coresearchers in all research decisions-about both content and method-taken in the reflection phases.
• There is intentional interplay between reflection and making sense on the one hand and experience and action of the other.
• There is explicit attention through appropriate procedures to the validity of the inquiry and its findings.
• There is a radical epistemology for a wide-ranging inquiry method that can be both informative about and transformative of any aspect of the human condition accessible to a transparent body-mind, that is, one that has an open, unbound awareness.
• The full range of human sensibilities is available as an instrument of inquiry. (Heron 1996, 36) CI may be internally or externally initiated, although when initiated externally, CI is usually implemented in partial form as the initiator is not part of the group in the same way that the other coinquirers are. The inquiry may be confined to group processes alone, or the action and experiencing of the inquiry may take place outside the group by individuals, with group reflection following these periods of action. Members of the CI group may include both internal and external stakeholders.
CI proceeds as a cycle of reflection, action, experience, and a return to reflection. In the first reflection stage, the inquirers choose the focus or topic and type of inquiry, plan the action for the next phase, and devise a method of recording experiences during the action phase. The first action phase follows during which participants explore through action some aspect of the inquiry topic and keep a record of the data generated. As a result of this action, inquirers may enter stage three in which they break through into new awareness, may lose their way, or transcend the inquiry format. These lead to another reflection phase during which the inquirers share the data generated, review and modify the inquiry topic in light of making sense of data, plan the second action phase, review the method of recording data, and make any necessary changes. Subsequent action, experience, and reflection phases follow until the group reaches a conclusion. At this point, results are presented, general propositions formed, and practical skills that may include training others in the knowledge created.
If the outcome of the CI process is the resolution of ambiguity about what is to be done, the action implementation effort may take a more action science-like approach. What is important to note is that the hypothetical-deductive approach of AS cannot validate the outcome of the CI process. CI results are considered valid ''if they are well-grounded in the forms of knowing which support them . . . [and] the forms of knowing are valid if they are well-grounded in the procedures adopted to free them from distortion, and in the special skills involved in the knowing process'' (Heron 1996, 57-8) .
To recap, CI is appropriate for experimental implementation contexts because of its emphasis on the process by which goals are to be discovered and knowledge created. This grassroots approach enhances the direct-democracy aspect of policy implementation. At the same time, the involvement of a researcher as coinquirer allows the knowledge created to be placed into a broader context and disseminated advancing the implementation literature for the specific policy and implementation theory in general.
An excellent example of CI in a public administration setting is provided by Baldwin (2001) . He used CI to explore ''the tensions between professional discretion and bureaucratic procedures in the implementation of a complex social policy in the UK'' (Baldwin 2001, 287) . After initiating his research project in a more traditional qualitative manner, the researcher abandoned these efforts in favor of CI because ''the meaning [he] gleaned from the interview transcripts either held little resonance for interviewees or, alternatively, so much that it was painful to own'' (Baldwin 2001, 288) . By engaging in CI he was able to facilitate learning among the social workers who were coinquirers in order to better understand the nature of discretion and its impact on policy implementation.
Likewise, the authors of this article engaged in a CI project with a small county in Upstate New York whose legislature mandated the implementation of a performancebased budgeting (PBB) system. A CI approach was chosen over an action science approach for two reasons. First, since very little information exists in the academic literature about implementing PBB in small counties, a relatively simple technical transfer of knowledge was not possible. Second, although there was a broad consensus among departmental administrators that the county's line-item budget process interfered with effective management, they questioned what it meant to implement PBB in a small county. In the first general meeting of the department heads, three broad research questions emerged from the discussion: (1) why should we do performance budgeting; (2) what are programs; and, (3) how do we develop and implement viable performance measures? Department heads organized themselves into subgroups according to the research question that was most relevant to their individual needs and worked for several months to conduct the research that addressed their questions. Subgroup leadership was rotated. The academic research partners provided resources and participated in meetings but did not direct or lead the inquiry. The full group met periodically to review the subgroups' progress and to critique and validate all the groups' findings. As a result of these action-reflection iterations, department heads adapted the theoretical literature to their particular needs, their personnel and information technology capacities, and legal constraints. The department heads created a budget process that met the legislative mandate, but they extended the project to address several critical managerial needs such as focusing their programmatic activity on high priority outcomes. In the end, a performance-based budget was successfully implemented by all the departments, published on the county's webpage and applauded when it was unveiled in a public budget hearing. The process was internalized by the county such that it continues to be successful without the intervention of outside researchers. Moreover, department heads used the budget process as an exercise that refined their creative and analytical skills and as a mechanism for building a more collaborative approach for addressing county management issues.
SYMBOLIC IMPLEMENTATION AND PRAGMATIC AR
High levels of ambiguity can also result in high levels of conflict when competing factions argue over ''how to translate the abstract goal into instrumental actions'' (Matland 1995, 168) . Matland calls these cases of symbolic implementation because the outcome of implementation is determined by the coalition able to garner the most support for their construction of the symbol that a policy represents. Matland has difficulty placing this form of implementation in either the top-down or bottom-up camp. Likewise, deLeon and deLeon (2002) have little to say about this quadrant other than the ''policy implementation landscape is littered with these casualties'' (486). Conflict also can be the product of political disagreement over the desirability of achieving a goal as advocacy coalitions change their tactics from policy making to implementation venues (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1988) . Ingram and Schneider (1990) contend that in contexts with a high degree of conflict over values, implementation at lower levels with high degree of discretion may work best because at this level there exists the greatest chance of building support for a particular approach.
It is in these kinds of settings where pragmatic action research (PAR) 4 has the potential to contribute to implementation. Coined by Greenwood and Levin (2007) , PAR is the least well known of the action methods suggested by this framework and therefore the least applied in practice. Despite its short track record we feel that this approach has much to offer in cases of symbolic interpretation because the core element of PAR is constructing arenas for dialogue.
One of the things that differentiates PAR from AS and CI is its interorganizational focus. Both AS and CI are largely intraorganizational and centered around resolving ambiguities. Although PAR is also useful, when it comes to meaning making it provides a mechanism for bringing together many participants from various organizations and interest groups to address conflict that may exist surrounding the policy.
The distinguishing characteristic of PAR is it is the process by which it is initiated. The first step is to convening what Greenwood and Levin call a search conference. The search conference emerged from the industrial democracy movement in the United Kingdom, Scandinavia and Australia, and the work of Emery and Herbst (Greenwood and Levin 2007) . A search conference, which typically takes place over a 2-day period, allows participants to construct a shared history of a particular problem, creates a vision for the future, better define the problem itself, and plan possible lines of action (Herbst 1980) . The use of search conferences is not new to public administration. Granata (2005) conducts an analysis of 10 search conferences convened between April 2001 and June 2003 dealing with a variety of subjects from the role of the Kansas State Department of Education to the future of fire prevention in Colorado. However, the search conference itself is neither an AR method nor a method for studying policy implementation. As noted by 4 Our use of PAR to represent pragmatic AR should not be confused with others' use of PAR to refer to participatory AR. Although they share some similarities, pragmatic and participatory AR are different action methods. Granata, ''[t] he search is designed to be used to develop the what, not the how. It is a visioning and strategic planning process, not an implementation process'' (17).
What the search conference allows pragmatic action researchers to do is to begin the process of dialogue about the problem to be researched, unearth what is already known or perceived about the problem, and to develop some common understandings with which to move forward. At the end of the search conference, action teams are formed and are charged with moving forward on the action plans developed at the conference and reporting back to the larger group every 2-3 months.
At this point, unlike action science and AI, which are highly prescriptive regarding the research process, specific research methods are not required. The actual methods employed by the action teams should vary based on the research needs. Researchers should have the full array of research methods at their disposal, from statistical research to narrative inquiry. What makes PAR AR and not conventional research is not the actual research methods chosen and employed, but the process by which problems are defined; data are collected, analyzed, and reported; and the implementation of the recommendations that are made. In conventional research, these aspects are under the control of the researcher who decides what the research question is, collects, analyses, and reports results independently of the research subjects but has no control over how these results and recommendations may or may not be put into practice. The participatory nature of PAR produces research results that are directly relevant to the participants, as well as context-rich data that can be reported in a more traditional academic arena.
An example of how PAR could be used in policy implementation would be to study the implementation of a municipal-shared services plan. Such plans are fraught with both high degrees of ambiguity (what should we do and how should we do it) and conflict. Many localities have struggled with the issues of consolidation and shared services for years. Municipalities that have attempted to consolidate or share services often make the attempt several times after lengthy discussions. What results is a politically and emotionally charged atmosphere containing numerous versions of stories of ''what happened when we tried this before.'' Over time, these stories can become stumbling blocks to progress. By structuring the implementation of a shared services plan around a PAR project, these stories are used to define what is ''known'' about the problem as a part of the search conference.
During the first day of the search conference, participants are asked to consider what attempts to consolidate or share services have occurred in the past and whether the effects of these efforts have been positive or negative. They are then asked to consider the future-what will happen if no attempts to consolidate or share services are made and whether or not the effects of no action are positive or negative. Based on these discussions, the AR team, which may include external stakeholders, takes the input from the larger group and attempts to formulate the key problems based on the information obtained. These problems are presented to the larger group, and modified if needed, on the second day. From here groups are formed around the key problems and action plans created. PAR offers a process for redefining seemingly intractable policy issues and offers a strategy for moving an implementation problem from a symbolic setting of high conflict and high ambiguity to one of the experimental implementation. Furthermore, search conferences, by bringing together actors who are interested in addressing these issues, can effectively launch a process of CI involving those same actors.
Therefore, two products emerge from PAR. The first is actionable knowledge for the participants of the research project. The second is generalizable knowledge that can help inform other policy implementation efforts. In fact, this second product can actually be viewed as two separate contributions: knowledge about the policy implementation effort and a replicable process for other cases of policy implementation of the policy in question.
POLITICAL IMPLEMENTATION AND AI
When there is a high degree of conflict surrounding a policy, but little or no ambiguity about what the policy goals are or how to achieve them, the result is political implementation (Matland 1995) . In this category fall all of society's unresolved conflicts about both means and ends, which are ultimately about differing values or beliefs. This is the topdown, power-takes-all category that is troubling for anyone interested in encouraging participation in implementation, including the potential for AR. Political implementation is what happens when you resolve some of the ambiguity surrounding a policy previously in the symbolic implementation camp but are left with two opposing factions rather than perplexed and diffuse stakeholders.
One way to whittle down this category in the hope of a solution is to ask the question: conflict between whom? On one hand, conflict may be between winning and losing political factions that exist within the community. More often than not, attention is drawn toward these types of conflict. Alternatively, we could speak of conflicting organizational cultures implying that the culture of the implementing organization conflicts with the new policy. Ingram and Schneider (1990) recommend the strong-statute approach to cases of organizational culture conflict, but note that this may only serve to highlight noncompliance. deLeon and deLeon (2002) argue that a more democratic approach to political implementation would seek to ''avoid simple coercion'' through a ''discursive environment'' (485-6). A number of participative approaches may serve to decrease the coercive nature of change in implementing organizations.
What an action researcher needs to do is first discover if the underlying values of the organization are consistent with the new policy or policy change. If the values are not compatible and are strongly held, one must consider whether or not this agency or organization is the appropriate one to charge with the implementation of the new or changed policy. There is little evidence to suggest that planned organizational culture change has a high or even moderate likelihood of success in cases of value incompatibility. On the other hand, if the underlying values are compatible, or at least not strongly held if incompatible, action science, with its emphasis on changing the governing variables within an organization, may facilitate policy implementation.
Another potential approach to the problem of conflicting organizational cultures is the use of AI. AI is focused on building on an organization's strengths to affect positive change. Groups may vary from small-to large-group interventions, just as with PAR. The facilitator is a group process expert and skilled in the use of the AI model. The AI model is based on what its founders, David Cooperider and his colleagues at Case Western Reserve University, call the 4-D cycle-discovery, dream, design, and destiny. This model is rooted in social constructivist thinking as it ''asserts that the locus of knowledge is in our relationships and that we construct our reality through our conversations and social interactions'' (Finegold, Holland, and Lingham 2002, 237) . Therefore, AI is both a search for knowledge as well as ''a theory of intentional collective action which [is] designed to help evolve the normative vision and will of a group, organization, or society as a whole'' (Cooperrider and Srivastva 1987, 159) .
AI is based on three assumptions (Johnson and Leavitt 2001) , all of which can be boiled down to the power of positive thinking. The first assumption is that people within organizations respond to positive thought and knowledge. Second, both the image of the future and the process for creating that image create the energy that makes organizational change possible. And third is the belief that ''if we can envision what we want, there is a better chance of it happening'' (Johnson and Leavitt 2001, 1) .
The ''positive'' nature of the AI model is evident in each of the phases. During the discovery phase, researchers collect data from interviews to determine what works well and what may work in the future. These data are then analyzed for common themes which are stated in ''an affirmative fashion'' (Johnson and Leavitt 2001, 2) . In the dream phase, participants are encouraged to think outside the box to create and articulate a vision for the future by creating provocative provisional statements. Organizational members take action during the design phase to validate the propositions created, determine whether resources are in place to implement the changes suggested, and develop an action agenda. Finally, during the destiny phase (previously called the delivery phase), the action agenda is implemented and evaluated.
AI in a sense corresponds to top-down theories of democracy because it is an attempt to change the culture of an organization to bring it in line with that of new policy without the coercive mechanisms implied by the political model. Although AI has not been used to study policy implementation, its use in transforming public agencies (Johnson and Leavitt 2001) and community development (Akdere 2005; Finegold, Holland, and Lingham 2002) suggest its utility. Imagine, for example, a welfare agency asked to implement a controversial reform, such as the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA) of 1996. Many researchers have documented the failure of agencies to successfully implement this major overhaul of the welfare system (see Mischen 2007 for a review of recent welfare policy implementation literature). One of the reasons for the failure was a conflict between the culture of the implementing agencies and the policy intent. Until 1996, welfare agencies were largely concerned with processing applications in a timely and accurate fashion. PRWORA required that agencies change their focus to a ''work first'' philosophy with workers' roles changing from people processing to providing employment assistance. Many former ''eligibility workers'' resisted this change and thwarted implementation efforts. It is possible that AI, with its emphasis on envisioning a future that draws on the agency's strengths but is not constrained by past action, could have enabled these agencies to engage workers in the change process and led to successful implementation.
That AI can be used to overcome resistance to change is suggested by Harris and Harris (2002) . The authors present evidence that an AR project aimed at increasing collaboration among eight voluntary HIV/AIDS agencies in the United Kingdom resulted in organizational change within six of the agencies, eventually leading them to merge into one. The researchers argue that strongly held values shared by the separate agencies ''overrode considerations about organizational survival and independence'' (32).
Admittedly, the political implementation quadrant is a large hole in a democratic, action implementation research typology. Rather than suggest that AR can solve all types of implementation problems, we suggest that conflict resolution strategies are needed in the case of political implementation. Although there is abundant research literature on conflict resolution, we do not attempt to integrate it into this action implementation research framework.
THE FUTURE OF IMPLEMENTATION RESEARCH
In 2000, O'Toole reviewed the status of implementation research and concluded that many implementation studies do not go by the name of ''implementation research.'' Rather, the research has ''partially transmogrified'' and has been informed by institutional analysis, the study of governance, and network analysis and management. Despite this evolution, O'Toole still sees the future of implementation research as one that incorporates multiactor designs, longitudinal analysis, sophisticated modeling techniques, and comparative, including cross-national, designs. Although he makes reference to incorporating interpretative methodologies into comprehensive analyses of policies, his focus remains on large-n, quantitative studies. However, since his review of the literature, implementation research has continued to evolve and broaden. Saetren (2005) notes that 72% of the implementation literature is actually found in ''noncore'' journals such as health, education, law, environment, and economics. In addition to branching out into other fields, implementation research is merging with other theoretical approaches as is evidenced by the emphasis in recent welfare implementation research on intraorganizational concepts such as organizational culture and communication (see Mischen 2007 for a review of this literature) and implementation of budget reform (Berman and Wang 2000; Grizzle and Pettijohn 2002) . With this intraorganizational focus comes an emphasis on local and state implementation or what Berman (1978) calls microimplementation.
Along with this move toward studying microimplementation and intraorganizational phenomena comes a call for the use of more interpretive research methods. Because of the centrality of sense making to the intraorganizational implementation process, Yanow (1996, 5) argues that an interpretive approach is necessary:
An interpretive approach to the human, or social, world shifts the focus from discovering a set of universal laws about objective, sense-based facts to the human capacity for making and communicating meaning. Unlike apples and other elements of the physical and natural world, humans make meanings; interpret the meanings created by others; communicate their meanings to, and share them with, others. We act; we have intentions about our actions; we interpret others' actions. We make sense of the world: we are meaning-making creatures. Our social institutions, our policies, our agencies are human creations, not objects independent of us.
AR provides a methodological framework capable of dealing with intra-and interorganizational implementation issues and responds to calls for more interpretive research.
Furthermore, AR methods democratize both implementation and implementation research by increasing participation in the implementation and knowledge-creating processes. Proponents of discursive democracy argue that making policy implementation processes more democratic will produce better public policies. The AR methods outlined here provide mechanisms for increasing public participation in implementation processes and democratizing research processes. We have shown that AR methods do not exclude the use of statistical and other sophisticated modeling techniques. What AR does is add to the requirement of research rigor the requirement of research relevance and reminding implementation researchers that their research should be accessible and useful to those implementing policies and to the communities affected by them.
When people in organizations and interorganizational networks participate in AR projects, they are also developing and using skills that are critical to effective participation in deliberative (or discursive) democracy such as trust building, collaborative knowledge creation, and mutual problem resolution. As people acquire experience in exercising these skills, supporters of deliberative democracy hypothesize that community and democratic institutions will be strengthened. As researchers gain experience with applying AR methods in policy implementation settings, these normative assertions can become testable hypotheses. Future iterations of AR models should empirically scrutinize these vitally important theoretical questions.
